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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is in response to applicant's Amendment which is filed May 24, 

2006. 

Claims 1-38 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

In view of applicant's argument the claims 13-21 and 38 to the $1 12 rejections, 
therefore, examiner has been reconsidered and withdrawn the rejection under 35 U.S.C £112, 
second paragraph. 

Applicant's arguments to the rejected claims are insufficient to distinguish the claimed 
invention from the cited prior arts or overcome the rejection of said claims under 35 U.S.C § 
102(b) as discussed below. Applicant's argument with respect to the pending claims 1-38, filed 
May 24, 2006, have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for at least the following 
reasons. 



On page 9, first paragraph, Applicant's arguments with respect to the invention in 
McCarthy does not teach or suggest that removing the card 12 destroys the PC is not persuasive. 
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McCarthy discloses a card 12 including a receiver, decoder and a signal processor installs 
in a personal computer or laptop 10 (column 3 lines 1 to 22; see Figures 1 and 5). Clearly, once 
the card 12 is installed in the laptop, the card 12 is one of a component of the laptop. The card 
12 is a signal processor for handling the signal produced by the PC 10 for onward transmission 
to a display unit 14. When an activation signal is received by the signal processor from the 
receiver unit, the signal processor from then onwards until reset superimposes on the normal 
output of the PC 10 a predetermined message. A message is clearly and prominently displayed 
on top of the normal output shown in FIG. 2 and it is clear that the operation of this laptop is 
significantly inhibited (column 3 lines 22 to 41 ; see Figures 2 to 4). Clearly, the display screen is 
malfunction or disabled and not the card 12. Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
recognize the display screen is not function properly, the laptop 10 is inhibited. The display 
screen cannot be removed without destroying the laptop. 

Furthermore, McCarthy discloses a way to avoid invite damage of the laptop by the theft 
in an attempt to remove it (column 1 lines 37 to 43). Clearly removing any one of the 
component of the laptop would be damage to the laptop. 

As disclosed at paragraph [0087] of Applicant's specification, the term destroyed is 
intended to describe the state of a device if the processor 310 of a device 300 in accordance with 
the invention is removed. Should the processor 310 be removed, it will be appreciated that the 
intent of the invention is that the device 300 is no longer operable for its generally intended 
electronic purpose. In this regard, the term destroyed is a component of the device is removed 
the device is no longer operable. McCarthy discloses that a message display on a display screen 
and it is clear that the operation of this computer is significantly inhibited (column 3 lines 36 to 
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41; see Figure 3). A person of ordinary skill in the art to recognize the display screen is not 
function properly, the laptop 10 is inhibited. Removing the display screen, the laptop is no 
longer operable. Thereby disabling the laptop. 

The examiner maintains that the references cited and applied in the last office actions for 
the rejection of the claims are maintained in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-3, 9-12, 22-23, 25-30 and 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by McCarthy (US# 6,087,937). 

Referring to claims 1, 22, 28 and 37, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in 
claim 1 . See Figures 1 to 5 and respective portions of the apparatus and method. 

McCarthy discloses an electronic device and a method for deterring theft of electronic 
devices (10) (i.e. a personal computer) (column 1 line 65 to column 2 line 56; see Figures 1 to 5), 
comprising: 

in response to an indication that a device (10) (i.e. a personal computer) is lost (i.e. a 
customer calls the service provider and identify their personal computer that has been stolen), 
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receiving by a receiver (22) of the device (10) a disabling signal targeting the device (10) 
remotely via a network (i.e. a telecommunications provider) (column 3 lines 47 to 62; see 
Figures 1 to 5); and 

in response to receiving the disabling signal, electronically disabling the device (10) via a 
component (14) (i.e. a display screen) of the device (10) that cannot be removed without 
destroying the device (10) (column 3 lines 59 to 67; see Figures 1 to 5). 

Referring to claims 2, 23 and 29, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in 
claims 1, 22 and 28, wherein the network is at least one of a wireless network (column 3 lines 47 
to 54; see Figure 4). 

Referring to claims 3 and 30, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in claims 1 
and 28, further comprising: in response to receiving the disabling signal, displaying a message 
(i.e. "STOP! this computer is stolen, contact the police") via a display (14) of the device (10) 
(column 3 lines 56 to 67; see Figures 1 to 5). 

Referring to claims 9, 25 and 36, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in 
claims 1, 22 and 28, further including transmitting said disabling signal at least one of as plain 
text (column 2 lines 26 to 33; see Figure 4). 

Referring to claims 10-12 and 26-27, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in 
claims 1 and 22, McCarthy discloses a computer readable medium, a computing device and a 
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modulated signal comprising computer executable modules having computer executable 
instructions for carrying out the method of claims 1,13 and 22 (column 1 line 65 to column 2 
line 56; see Figures 1 to 5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4-6, 8, 31-33 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McCarthy (US# 6,087,937) as applied to claims 1 and 28 above, and in view of Chesnutt 
(US# 5,966,081). 

Referring to claims 4 and 3 1 , McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in claims 1 
and 22, however, McCarthy did not explicitly disclose wherein said disabling includes 
electronically disabling the device by changing the status of at least one connection in the device 
from one of (a) open to closed and (b) closed to open. 

In the same field of endeavor of antitheft system in a portable consumer electronic, 
Chesnutt teaches that disabling includes electronically disabling the device (12) (i.e. a laptop 
computer) by changing the status of at least one connection in the device (12) from one of (a) 
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open to closed and (b) closed to open (column 3 lines 20 to 47; see Figures 1 to 3) in order to put 
the computer system not to be operated. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art recognizes the need to trips an internal programmable 
switch or changes the state of a non- volatile memory cell in a laptop computer taught by 
Chesnutt in a stolen mobile communication security device of McCarthy because McCarthy 
suggests it is desired to provide that the display unit within the stolen computer changes the 
visual output on being activated by a remotely transmitted signal (column 2 line45 to 56; column 
3 lines 47 to 67; see Figures 3 to 5) and Chesnutt teach that the antitheft device receives the 
deactivation code and trips an internal programmable switch or changes the state of a non- 
volatile memory cell in the laptop (column 3 lines 20 to 39; see Figures 2) in order to have the 
laptop not to be operated when the laptop is stolen. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to trips an internal 
programmable switch or changes the state of a non-volatile memory cell in a laptop computer 
taught by Chesnutt in a stolen mobile communication security device of McCarthy with the 
motivation for doing so would have been to prevent theft from using the security device when 
such a security device is stolen. 

Referring to claims 5 and 32, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in claims 1 
and 28, Chesnutt discloses wherein said disabling includes electronically disabling at least one 
subcomponent (70) (i.e. a post circuit) of the device (12) (column 3 lines 8 to 39; see Figures 2 
and 3). 
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Referring to claims 6 and 33, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in claims 1 
and 28, Chesnutt discloses wherein said component (71) is a processor and said disabling 
includes electronically disabling the device (12) by disabling operation of at least a portion of the 
processor (71) (column 3 lines 8 to 39; see Figures 2 and 3). 

Referring to claims 8 and 35, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in claims 1 
and 34, Chesnutt discloses further including locally entering a pre-defined code (i.e. re-enabling 
code) to the device (12) to re-enable operation of the device (12) (column 4 lines 49 to 60; see 
Figure 3). 

Claims 7, 24 and 34, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McCarthy (US# 6,087,937) as applied to claims 1, 22 and 28 above, and in view of Struble et al. 
(US# 6,433,685). 

Referring to claims 7, 24 and 34, McCarthy discloses a security device as recited in 
claims 1, 22 and 28, however, McCarthy did not explicitly disclose further comprising in 
response to receiving the disabling signal, transmitting information over at least one of (a) the 
network and (b) a second network to which the device is connected, said information providing a 
basis for resolving the location of the device. 

In the same field of endeavor of antitheft system in a portable consumer electronic, 
Struble teaches that in response to receiving the disabling signal (i.e. a command signal), 
transmitting information (i.e. an article identification information) over at least one of the 
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network (114) (i.e. a telecommunication network) which the device (202)(i.e. an article) is 
connected, said information providing a basis for resolving the location of the device (202) 
(column 2 linel 1 to 28; column 6 line 64 to column 7 line 12; column 1 1 lines 33 to 53; see 
Figures 1 to 7) in order to locate a lost or stolen articles. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to recognize the need for transmitting an article identification information to a detector 
over a network for locating a stolen or lost article taught by Struble in an apparatus for inhibiting 
the theft of an electronic device of McCarthy because locating a stolen article would recovered 
by a law enforcement agencies and returned the recovered article to their rightful owners that has 
been shown to be desirable in the security device of McCarthy. 

Claims 13-15, 20-21 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McCarthy (US# 6,087,937) and in view of Jespersen (US# 6,577,239). 

Referring to claims 13 and 38, McCarthy discloses a method for deterring theft of 
electronic devices (10) (i.e. a personal computer) (column 1 line 65 to column 2 line 56; see 
Figures 1 to 5), comprising: 

in response to an indication that a device (10) (i.e. a personal computer) is lost (i.e. a 
customer calls the service provider and identify their personal computer that has been stolen), 
receiving by a receiver (22) of the device (10) a disabling signal targeting the device (10) 
remotely via a network (i.e. a telecommunications provider) (column 3 lines 47 to 62; see 
Figures 1 to 5); and 
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electronically disabling the device (10) via a component (14) (i.e. a display screen) of the 
device (10) that cannot be removed without destroying the device (10) (column 3 lines 59 to 67; 
see Figures 1 to 5). 

However, McCarthy did not explicitly disclose in response to a timeout condition 
associated with receiving a message via a network. 

In the same field of endeavor of antitheft system in a portable consumer electronic, 
Jespersen teaches that in response to a timeout condition (i.e. not receive enable signal within 
timeslot) associated with receiving a message (i.e. an enable signal) via a network (i.e. a mobile 
telephone network) (column 3 lines 25 to 34; see Figures 1 to 1 1) in order to trigger an alarm or 
to disable operation of the electronic apparatus. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art recognizes the need to configure to disable operation of 
portable computers if an enable signal is not received from an external source and the counter 
timeouts taught by Jespersen in a stolen mobile communication security device of McCarthy 
because McCarthy suggests it is desired to provide that the display unit within the stolen 
computer changes the visual output on being activated by a remotely transmitted signal (column 
2 line45 to 56; column 3 lines 47 to 67; see Figures 3 to 5) and Jespersen teaches that the 
electronic apparatus is not receives an enabling signal and the counter timeouts, the controller set 
an alarm levels and disable operation of the electronic apparatus (column 3 lines 25 to 34) in 
order to prevent loss or theft of the electronic apparatus . Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to configure to 
disable operation of portable computers if an enable signal is not received from an external 
source and the counter timeouts taught by Jespersen in a stolen mobile communication security 
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device of McCarthy with the motivation for doing so would have been to prevent theft from 
using the security device when such a security device is stolen. 

Referring to claims 14-15 and 20-21, McCarthy and in view of Jespersen disclose a 
method for deterring theft of an electronic device as claimed in claim 13, the claims 14-15 and 
20-21 same in that the claims 2-3 and 10-11 already addressed above therefore claims 14-15 and 
20-21 are also rejected for the same reasons given with respect to claims 2-3 and 10-11. 

Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McCarthy 
(US# 6,087,937) and in view of Jespersen (US# 6,577,239) as applied to claims 13 above, and in 
further view of Chesnutt (US# 5,966,081). 

Referring to claims 16-18, McCarthy and in view of Jespersen disclose a method for 
deterring theft of an electronic device as claimed in claim 13, the claims 16-18 same in that the 
claims 4-6 already addressed above therefore claims 16-18 are also rejected for the same obvious 
reasons given with respect to claims 4-6 above. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McCarthy (US# 
6,087,937) and in view of Jespersen (US# 6,577,239) as applied to claim 13 above, and in further 
view of Struble et al. (US# 6,433,685). 
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Referring to claim 19, McCarthy and in view of Jespersen disclose a method for deterring 
theft of an electronic device as claimed in claim 13, the claim 19 same in that the claim 7 already 
addressed above therefore claim 19 also rejected for the same obvious reasons given with respect 
to claim 7 above. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nam V Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-3061 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:00AM - 5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wendy Garber can be reached on 571 - 272-7308. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for regular 
communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-91*97 (toll-free). 



Nam Nguyen 
July 27, 2006 





